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1. The title is clear, and it is adequate for the content of the article. 5

The title is clear and concise for this article

2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. 5

The abstract is clear, presents objectives, methods and results well presented.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this

article. >
The grammar was appropriate and presentation was adequate

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5
The study method was clear and adequate for the study

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3

There are presentation errors: After indicating that 448 colonoscopies were performed; It is not
clear what is being excluded to obtain 419. Maybe the word “performed’ was not appropriate.
Sentences like these need revision where frequencies and percentages need be placed together. Eg in
128 patients (30.5%), chronic constipation in 80 patients (19.1%), and chronic diarrhea in 36 patients
(8.6%) is not appropriate. T should read “in 128 (30.5%) patients, chronic constipation in 80
(19.1%) patients and chronic diarrhea in 36(8.6%) patients”. Many of such statements are in the
article and needed to be corrected.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 4
content.

Targeted educational interventions it should read ‘Targeted training interventions’

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

Schusselé Filliettaz in-text citation need to be revised.
Ndjitoyap Ndam et al., 2025 needs revision in-text.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

In Table 1 there were p-values, which are clear. It is difficult to tell what was being compared.
They should be removed, it will not affect anything. There are presentation errors: After
indicating that 448 colonoscopies were performed; It is not clear what is being excluded to
obtain 419. Maybe the word ‘performed’ was not appropriate. Sentences like these need
revision where frequencies and percentages need be placed together. Eg in 128 patients (30.5%),
chronic constipation in 80 patients (19.1%), and chronic diarrhea in 36 patients (8.6%) is not
appropriate. T should read “in 128 (30.5%) patients, chronic constipation in 80 (19.1%)
patients and chronic diarrhea in 36(8.6%) patients”. Many of such statements are in the article
and needed to be corrected.

Targeted educational interventions it should read ‘Targeted training interventions’

Schusselé Filliettaz in-text citation need to be revised.
Ndjitoyap Ndam et al., 2025 needs revision in-text.




